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Abstract

The Vineland Social Maturitv Scale (¥Si'S) 1s a good neasure of adantive
behavior for the pre-school child or the retardate of nre-school abilitv.
It is an excellent clinical technirue. It is more than a aquestionnaire
and more than a rating scale. We recomrmend it as an interview and
behavior-observation scale. We reconmend it for treatment (deve10pmenta1,
corrective, remedial, training, and educational)) nurposes. The ysrs
has a long historv and annears to have inspired many other seales. Con-
sidered in this vaper are strenpths and weaknesses of the VSMS and a
detail profile to help in 1. terpretation and treatnent, A Table of

Contents follous.
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AN EVALUATION OF AND A DETAIL--PROF1LE TOR

THE VIRELAHD SOCIAL MATURITY SCALE

Doll (1947, 1953, 1965) in his Vineland Social ‘faturitv Scale

attemnts to measure social maturitv, intelligence, and competencv, Thisg
technioue has a historv of indehtedness (Doll, 1953 ,4nn, 4-9), but none-
theless made a unique contribution in the vear it was first published
(Dol1, 1935a, 1935b, 1935c). Personal-soclal maturation is an area of
critical imnortance vhen one works with children and/or retardates.

The American Association on Mental Deficiencv in earlier Manuals (Heber,
1959, 1961b) and esnecially in its current anual (Crossman, 1973,

pp. 11-21) stresses the imnortance of adantive behavior in an evalustion
of retardation. Heber (1961b, p. 61) fu.cther states that "The Vineland
Social Maturitv Scaie is perhaps the best sinple measure of Adantive
Behavior currently available." This was undoubtedly true, though

other scales are now available and are being researched (Buros, 1961,

1965, 1972),

Interviewing and Scoring
The VSMS mav b> administered according to standard procedures
(Pol1, 1953, no. 266-283, et massim) or according to snecial procedures
(Doll, 1953, po. 291-298, 471, et nassim). If administered according
to special procedures, Doll (1953, n. 291) savs, "...such results
should be cautiouslv internreted since normative data and correlative
evidence on reliability, validitv, and nrobable error of measurement

have not yet been systematicallv established." Denartures from standard

s sosag o




pracedures, then, should be avoided if nossible. The standard nrocedure

mentioned by Doll (1953, nn. 347-358) in his normative standardization
(n = 620) did not anmmear to include the nresence of the subject undex
discussion. Therefore, Doll (1947: 1953, on. 3, 268, 449, 459; 1965)
not onlv allows the examination of a subject in absentia (also called
indirect examination), but he recommends it. In fact, he states that
"...to knouv or to see the subject...usuallv nrejudices the examination."
(Doll, 1953, p. 268) This is possible, but hopefully the skilled
examiner should have had better training and education, and if so could
turn his knowledpe to advantage. Also, the informant is a major variable
of true and/or error variance. Hov is one to differentiate? bv
ascertaining the knowledpeabilitv (validitv?) and veracitv (reliabilitv?)
of the informant! !ow manv times have we heard, "Oh, I didn't know he
could do that." And, informants are usually emoticnallv involved with
the subjects and manv lose their objectivity. Ve should not exvect
othenvise. Intemal consistencv nrocedures (within the Scale) are
helnful, but external consistencv nrocedures (seeing the subject per-
form) are better. The informant and/or the interviewer can work with
the subject and thereby imnrove the data collection. After all, ve
are interested in what the subject does, and not just what the informant
says he does. The "burden of proof" is on the interview:r.

Doll (1953, pn. 271-276) pives a few good examnles of interview-
discussion, and that format should be followed in auestioning. A

Vineland interviever would do well to formulate general-discussion

questions dealinz with snecific series of items. This technique is

easier to learn by examnle, rather than bv precept. (See Table 1.)




An annroxirate level for discussion rav be auicklv established in
an area (or cateporv) denending unon anparent {verbal-informant or
perfornance—sﬁbject) abilities. Then the interviever generallv nroceeds
up and/or down to establish a basal ard a maximal vithin the areca (or
category). We generallv recommend, as m‘u:¥oned nreviousiv, basals
.and maximals of three rather than two. Starting around an assured-hasal
is preferable to starting around un assuned-maximal following generallv
established nsyvchonetric procedure. If one has knovledge of the subject's v
apnroximate mental age or annroximate social ape, one could start about
10 to 20 item-noints lowe;. In this wav, peneral discussion with regard
to item series nav he started ncar the basal.

One oroblen i# item seriation, i.e., the occasional inclusion of
a high-level item among low-level items or vice versa. The sinple item
in question might establish a reswv-avie--set that would not be appronriate.
This is easy to overcome, however, bv estabiishing referents as to
item-difficulty and often this is done by the informant. Onlv 1if the
informant annears to misinternret what is intended does the interviewer
have to re-establish the avonropriate referents.

The knowledgeabilitv and veracitv (accuracv, orecision, etc.) of
the informant should be evaluated not just for the overall Scale but
for areas (or categories). This does mt mean that one has to check
evervthing, but one should check enough items in areas (or categories)
to agcertain objectivitv, Kantian '"noumena" and "vhenomena" should

converge on the Vineland.

The Vineland scoring instructions are somewhat arbiguous for the

"plus no onnortunitv" (4+NO) value. If a client has the following
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consecutive scores +, +NO, +, of course the 4NO = 1 in value; -, +i0, -,
of course the +NO = 0 in value; or +, +NO, -, of course the +NO = ,5 in
value. But what about +, +NO, +? or -, +NO,6 +? or +, +NO, +7 Or vhat
about reversals of the examnles just cited? Or vhat ahout nultinle
consecutive +N0's? Doll (1964) recormmends considering the range of
scores before assigning a numerical value to +NO. In the orotocols

of most clients, the nroblems cited would aprear rarelv. Hovever, with
retardates the +NO score seems to anpear more than rarelv (Doll, 1953,
pp. 409-410). This might also be true of snecial-education or snecial-
psychology problem clients (parents or children).

Doll (1953, ». 287) suggests at least two nlus scores (basal)
and two minus scores (maximal) at the beginning and end of each
category, resrectively. Ve would recommend at least three of each,
especially vhen vorking vith retardates (or snmecial-problem clients?)
for as Doll (1953, pn. 412-413) has indicated, thev apbpear to scatter
nearlv twice as much as his normative groun.

In Doll's book (1953, p. 290) and condensed manual (1947, 1965),
social ages listed in terms of months or years-and-months (base 12)
would have been helpful, not just social ages listed in terms of
decimals or years-and-decimals (base 10). Doll (1353, n. 291) gives a
rationale for inclusion of decimals rather than months, but months or
years—-and-months are more comnarable to other intelligence scales,
measured or adantive. One can convert the social-age decimal tables
to months and then write in the annronriate values. Social ages of
01, .06, .09, .1 and .12 = 1 month; .15, .18 and .2 = 2 months:

.21, .24, and .26 = 3 months; .3, .32, and .35 = 4 months: .38, .4,
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41, and .44 = 5 months: .47, .5, and .53 = 6 months; .56, .59, .f, and
.62 = 7 months; .65, .A%, and .7 = 8 months: .71, .74, .77, .79, anl .8 =
: 9 months; .8, .83, and .85 = 10 months: .29, .9, .91, 9% = 11 months:
’ and .97, 1.0, and 1,02 = 1 vear.

The condensed manual of directions has a long history (Doll, 1936b,

y e

1947, 1965) and it should be revised and brousht further un to date. This
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could be done, for examnle, by ahstracting parts of Chanters 1, 4, 6, and

pey

7 of Doll's (1953) book. At a minimum, the more detailed scoring nro-

cedures in Chaoter 7 should be included in a new condensed manual. This
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woul 7 be verv helrful to exaniners vho use the condensed manual (Doll,
1947, 1965) during interview orocedures and the hook (Doli, 1953) as a
resource.

Standardization

I & S b T LV, S

There is the nroblem of culturzl hias, but not only for the Vineland

Social Maturitv Scale (Doll, 1953, nn, 38-382, 487-5N05), The person of low

socio-economic status or from a culturally-disadvantaged familv might not
do as well on the Vinelénd. Conversely, a person of high socio-economic
status or frem a culturallv-advantaped familv might do better. The -es~-
tions of cause and effect, capacitv and abilitv, biology and sociologv,
nature and nurture, hasic and anparent differences are imnortant here. No
psychological test measures so-called innate intelligence. The culture-
free tests are a misnomer. The culture-fair tests allot higher scores
for the culturallv disadvantaped, relative to the more usual tests. But,
the culture~fair tests also allot higher scores for the culturallv advan-
taged, relative to the culturallv disadvantared (Anastasi, 176R), The
ovroblems of cultural bias are being considered, but they have not been

solved.
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The normative standardization of the current form of the Vineland
§9§@9}¢u2iEFEEYM§EE}S dates back to the middle 1930's. The results of
the standardization vere published and discussed bv Doll (1936a, 1953,
Ch. 1, 9). Houvever, no nc& standardization has been done. !Manv
studies have been nublished and are listed (Buros, 1938, 1949, 1953, 1959,
1965, 19723 Doll, 1953, 1965). But a re-standardization of the Vineland
has not been attemnted. Doll (1936a) h{nself called his original
standardization a "preliminarv standardization." And, Doll (13953, Ch. 6)
indicates the weaknesses of some of his items. The original standardi-
zation group included 620 nersons: 10 mz’e and 10 female at each vear
level froﬁ 0-11, 1-2 to 30-31 vears-of~ap2 from the environs of Vineland,
% N.J. onlv. A nev standardization of thz Vineland is needed.

In this event, deviation social-quotiants .ather than ratio social-
‘@ quotients should be computed. For the 620 "norr.ais"” in the original

standard!zation froun, the nean social-:juotient raneced from 80 to 112

B TR T
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points, and the standard-deviation social-nuotlents ranged from 6 to

50 points (Doll, 1953, pp. 376-380). Even if one rules out the helow

P S Lot

one~vear infants, the mean social~auotients ranged from 95 to 112
points, and the standard-deviation social-quotients ranged from 6 to 17
points. The normative social-auotients betveen ages neced to be rela-

tively equated in value, both for means and standard deviation if the

results are to have comnarability. Statistical reality mav not be real

reality, bhut it can be helnful. The Stanford-Binet with its long historv

U I S

Ithe denotations for his snecially abstracted infant-groun (n = 14/29)

i

as listed in Table 5B (Doll, 1953, n. 379) are inaccurate.
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of ratio intellipence~cuotients (Terman, 1916; Terman & Merrill, 1937

McNemar, 1942) finallv changed to deviation intellivence-cuotients (Terman
& Merrill, 1960, 1973; Pimneau, 1961). The Vincland in its next

standardization should do likewise.

Items and Catepories

Item inclusion on the Vineland ranges from thirty-four items at vear

: 0-I to three items at veer I¥~X to twelve items at vexzr XXV4. This is
f true if one cvaluates the Vineland as an age scale. Doll (1953, pn. 48-53)

: clains ape or vear-scale and noint-scale advantares for the Vineland.
: A better balance is needed vear-bv-vear in terms of nurber of items and
kind of items.
1
Por one noint, the Vineland scoring svstem pives about one-month of
social age at the lower levels, but about one-vear of social ap> at the
upper levels., In other words, there i3 not er~ush samnling of abilitv
at the upner levels. Nence "...at the nre-school level, the Vineland

Social Maturity Scale is fairlv adecuate as a measure of Adantive

e G RIS ST detnat TR AT M;w;'}, [ 2R P RS

Behavior." (lleber, 1961b, n. 63) It mav need some sunnlerenting, but

R

not supplanting. But, achieverment tests are defint ~elv needed and

recormended at the school-ape level; and at the adult level, social and

o ARGt

vocational judgments in a family cad community context are recommended.
In essence, then, one can infer that the Vineland annears most useful

for the pre-school child or the retardate of pre-school ahilitv.

The inclusion of a senarate Self-Heln general-activities catepory
{s of doubtful value (Pedrini § Pedrini, 1966). The items of this

categorv could be included in the other categories. MHerein, factor
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seventcon) , however, are hiph vhen one considers the retardate's ranpce of

abilities. In other vords, for retarcdates, item analvsis ahove item
seventy~five is not as immortant or adequate as iten analvsis of seventv-
five and belowr, If the "retardate" seored much hisher, would he be
retarded? The questionable asnect of this kind of item analvsis is the
confoindine of criteria and test, innut and outnut, backpground and fore-
grovnd. Doll uses social-ape means for the retarded in contrasting
item difficulty, in assessing item discrimination, The relationshin

is directly dependent and correlated, yet this is not taken into

account statisticallv. In Jefense, one might say that life ape is

alsc related to social age and the Scale items, so vhat difference

does it make if one uses social-age means for the retardates? The dif-
ference is that the items directly cumulate to give social ape, not
life apge. External criteria are better than internal criteria.

In considering item analvsis and validation through between-group
procedures, Doll (1953, pp. 4N1-406) contrasts items for lif;-agc neans
of "normals" and social-age means of retardates. The criticism menticaed
for the item analysis of protocols of retardates applies here.

One might question the use of critical ratic (CP), a rather old-
fashioned and infrequently used statistic, in the various item analyses
of the Scale (Doll, 1953, pp. 71-259, 366-367, 372, 402, 406). Despite
its limitations, however, CR is still acceptable "witchcraft."
Appropriate significant-difference tests of one kind or another should
be applied in the item analyses between vears, sexes, and other
groupings. Correlation coefficients would also add to the analvses,

however, and should be included in the next standardization.




Lanpuagc Stereotypes

Onc might be temnted to criticize the lanpuage used in parts of Doll's

1953 book-~for example, fechicminded, 1diot, {mhecile, moron--till one
realizes the nublication date. This was common lanpuage prior to the
official adoptions of terminology by the American Association on lental
Deficicency (Heber, 1939, 19614, 1961b). Periodically it 1s good to rid
our language of stercotypes that are used apainst ncysons, sucn as
moron, etc. Such lanpuage stercotynes thave surplus psvchclogical and

gocial meaning above ond bevond vhat ought to be intended.

ysiS and Other Scales

The Vineland, desnite its iimitations, 18 an excellent clinical
technique. It is more clinical than psvchoretric in nature, even
though the Vineland results in quantitative scores. It is more than
a questionnaire and more than a vating scale. It can be an inter-
view and behavior-observation scale. The interview technique is
1deal for obtaining data relevant for counseling and remediation.
The behavior-observation technique is ideal for assessing interview-
validity and social-interaction.

The VS!S appears to have inspired many other scales, some of vhich
are included in the redotbtabie Buros books. Others may be found, e.x.,

{n Cumulated Index ttedicus; Education Index; ERIC (Educational

Resources Information Center) , including CLJE (Current Index to

Journals in Education) and RIE (Pesearch in Fducation) ; Excerpta

Medica, especially in psychiatry and in pediatrics; Psvchological

Mbstracts: and Psvcholog.ical Bulletin.
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The number and quality of studies generated by the scale, or at least
the nurher of studies vhich include the scale mav give some notion as
to its value. Some scales (especially self-report techniques) remain
vainglorious attempts to extend the self rather tﬁan attemnts to con-
tribute to the science and art of psychology (not so the Vineland).
And some scales seem to markedlv penalize subgroups in our culture,
without adequate justification. (Por a discussion, see Pedrini &
Pedrini, 1972, 1973a.) Doll's VSMS (1955, passim) seems much fairer
since it deals with adaptive behavior (or social competency), an

antidote to narrow IQ testing. (As an illustration, see Grossman,

1973, vp. 13-14.)

Scatter and Profiles
Vhat of scatter analysis in the Vineland? As an analogv, Ranaport,
G111, and Schafer (1945, pp. 48-78, 551-558, et passim; Holt, 1968,
pp. 161-171, et passim) discuss various kinds of scatter analvses in
the Wechsler Scales. Cronbach (1960) warns that "Only unusually large

differences between subtests (greater than 3 scaled-score units) should

be taken seriously."”

Wechsler (1944, pp. 149, 152-153: 1958, p. 170)
discusses the computation of deviations from a mean as well as "hard"
and "soft" signs. Sevbold and Pedrini (1964) discuss the problems

of applying these criteria to protocols of persons with borderline

or retarded intelligence. Wechsler in his earlier hook (1944, p. 149)
shows how to compute the deviation scores for borderlines and retardates,

but in his later book (1958), he does not include the procedure.

Nor 18 it included by Matarazzo (1972).




The =ame analogous problems arec apparent for the Binet Scales
(Papaport, 111, & Schafer, 1 %5, pp. 42-43, 548-552; Holt, 1968,
pp. 74-80, 158~160) and the Vineland, only in terms cf auotient scores
(IQ or SQ) rather than subtest scores. Dol' (1953, p. 500)mentions the
convention of considering "...less than 1 SD as not signifiecant <1l
more than 2 SD as significant, with due regard for sampling and other
allovances.” (SD means standard deviation.) But, the SD varies year
by vear on the Vineland (though not on the S-B L-¥), as mentioned
previouslv. WUhat point values should one consider? Should it be
the point values for the separate life ages? Should one assume 16
points for 1 SD following the S-B L-M? (Doll alreadv follows the
Binet for life-age computation: for 16+ days, one gives the next
month.) Should one assume 15 points for 1 SD following the Wechsler
Scales? '

Again, the problems are even more complicated in working with the
retarded. The retardate's overall scores are much lower in value.
If one needs 30 or 32 points for 2 SD's, significant deviations will
in most cases be eliminated. There would be few rejections of the
null hypothesis (between extreme items and the mean of the person's

scores) and this might be unrealistic. One could, if the vear~-by-vear

SD's were the same for SQ's (as in the S-B L-Y and the Wechsler Scales),

scrarhle, compute a ratio, gﬁd thereby theoreticallv arrive at a
significant-deviation value. On the S-B 1-M, for example, the
'obtained 10 is to 100, as X (unknown 2 SD) is to 32 (2 SD). Using

an illustration, supp;se ve obtained an IQ of 60 on the L-M: 60/10N =

X/32, therefore X = 19, For 20 or more ncints, then, we would have
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a significant deviation (more than 2 SD) of that subtest versus the
cunulative 1Q. We are, in effect, assuming linecarity and this is
unwarranted. And, the S-B L-M subtests within-age-levels are not in
order of difficulty, though one could list them as such in terms of
{ten stancardization (Terman & Merrill, 1960, pp. 342-347; sce also
T & M, 1973).

At a minirum, the Vineland does not even have the same SD value
between 1ife ages and therefore we are heaping Pelion upon Ossa.

These techniques are "not acceptable witchcraft.”

{le suspect that

the true value of significant-deviation for the persoé would be some-~
where between the absolute-grour-mean and the relative-individual-mean
discussed above. What we need is statistical-clinical "accentable
witchcraft." We need mathematical statisticians vho are interested
in and understand individuzl tests and measurenents. Some combination
of description and inference, sampling and probability, experimental
design and statistical methodology, mathematics and reasonableness

is called for. This should not be too difficult a task if the
mathematical statisticians logically follow the theoretical Caussian
distribution and the calculus of probability.

The notion of profile analysis is not mew as a general concept
for psychometric and projective testing or as a snecific concept for
the Vineland. In his book, Doll (1953, p. 577) lists a profile that
was develoved by Myer. Pedrini and Pedrini (19A6) have rearranged
categories into areas. The word "areas" is used since the Self Heln
general-activities category has been eliminated and items shifted
(see Table 1). The area and item sequences follow logic and reasonable-

ness as we see it. What is needed, however, is probability.




DUE AT N e npenr
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Pedrini and Pedrini (1973b) also presented an efficient, short,

summary profile. A detail profile is now included (different from the

above) in Tables 3 and 4. Table 4 can fit under Table 3 to mcke one

continuous record, corbining noint scale and age scale characteristics.
Note that the first and last columms list the social age (SA) eauiva-

lents. Space is available to record the snecific scores for each

applicable item. This allows readv reference to variability within,

between, and among arcas. At this time, one should not attempt to

quantify such variability because of all the vagaries noted above.
Nonetheless, the listing can be vervy helpful in noting the minuses

within pluses or vice versa, the no-opportunity or nlus-minus scores,

within and between areas. This kind of information could be verv

heipful in counseling, in therapy, in teaching, in programming, etc.
The beauty of the VSMS is that it lends itself directly to adaptive o

competency behavior.

Table 2 is a listing of the Vineland iterms (and eventuallv

scores) as an age scale rather than as a point scale. This kind of

listing could be helpful for general and normative information.

Hopefully, however, the focus of the Vineland will be ipsative

treatment,

16
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SUGGESTED ORDER OF DISCUSSION WITHIN AND AMONG VSMS AREAS

h the informant and works with the client in an
count of the {nteraction 1is recorded,
g directive rather than

1. The examiner talks wit
inforrmal setting. A verbatim ac
is mich as posaible, the exaniner should be les

more dlrective.

2. Tn lieu of method one, the Vineland should be administered as a point
scale with the areas in the following order:
(a) For a child, adolescent or adult:
1, 11, 111, IV, V, VI, VII, VIIL. <
(b) For an infant:
m1, 1, vi, v, I, I, viI, Virt.
The discussion should begin 4n general terms. If an examiner has to
be specific too often, the collection of data is forced and mechanical.
Rather than conversational, the data collection becomes question-and-
: answer, and this does not allow for soontaneity. A verbatim account
i of the interaction should be recorded and this includes the examiner's
statcments, not just the informant's answers. A "ghort-hand" system
or recording would be very helpful. Area VIII does not exist per se;

it is a reminder to ask "jre there any other things that vou wish
to mention about 7 Does he present any (other) svecial

problems?”

1. Drinking, Eating; twvelve items:
11, 25, 39, 16, 20, 28, 30, 33, 38, 62, 67, 75

1I. Dressing, Cleansing: fifteen items:
52, 40, 42, 47, s4, 70, 86, 64, 74, 65

21, 37, 35, 51, 50,

I1I. Moving, Walking3 sixteen items:
2, 5,3, 6, 13, 8, 12, 9, 15, 18, 23, 26, 29, 32, 45, 41

Reading, Writing; gsixteen items:

V. Communicating; Understanding, Speaking,
3, 18, 81, 84, 50, 9

1, 10, 17, 31, 3, &, 58, 63, 66, 79, 7

P .

V. Playing, Working; twentv-two items:
7, 36, 19, 55, 22, 43, 57, n, 82, 24, 48, 72, 8o, 89, 98, 106,
108, 111, 113, 114, 116, 107

VI. Relating, Socializing; seventeen {tems?
4, 14, 27, 46, 49, 56, 59, 68, 69, 85, 8

115, 117

8, 103, 104, 109, 110,

ninetten items:

VII. Self-Directing, Buving:
60, 76, 87, 94, 95, 100, 102, 97,

53, 61, 77, 83, 92, 93, 96, 99,
101, 105, 112

VIII. ?
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VINELAND AGE SCALE:

years-nonths
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ITEMS AND SCORES

year month day

Life Age:

year month day

AL

yvears - months

79.
80.
81,
82,
83.
“o
85,
86,
87.
88,
89.
90.
91,
92,
93.
9%,
95.
96.
97.
98,
99.
100,
101,
102,
103,
10&.
105,
106,
107,
108,
109,
110.
111,
112,
113,
114,
115,
116,
117,
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NETATY, vearT)i.  veg APTAS ) TTR'S, SOANTS, AND ONPPRSPANDIN. SA'S
SA . 7 717 Y1y Aty ry vy AUTY SA
ks — 117, n
ot 116, 3n+
Nt 115, 3N+
2o 1. T
30¢ 113, T
A 7. JE
ny. 111, Dt fa > Minant
20-" 117, AN
20.n 1na, DY 0
27-0 ) 1%, 7N
26-1 177, a0 =N
750 10F, TE
7. A L AANIN LS
- 17, TN
22-n 1M, 790
31N 107, 71-0
20-0 177, PN
10-0 AR, 17-n
10-4 a9a, 10-4
19-n on, i6-n
18-% 7. 1p-f
18-4 LT 1°-4
18-n o%, JFon
17-6 7. 17-%
17-0 GER 17-0
16-6 97, 10~
16N o1, TR=A
15~6 an, 15-F
15-n ea, 15-1
14-5 °q Jrlg
13-10 °7. 13-1A
13-2 bR, 13-7
12-7 n5. —12-7
12-0 Ph, 120
11-8 f3. SRS
11-4 R2, 1Y -
11-0 81, —J1IN
1n-11 h, 1A 3R
1N-A v, I~¢
19-4 i I
10-A 77, 1829
9-8 16, 0-8
9-4 R Ly £
9-0 74, aA
£-10 —73. g=1n
8-6 12, P-6
g-4 71, A
p-n n, fn
7-10 ~n T1n
_1-1 O, 7-7
7-5 67, 7-%
7-2 A, 7-2
7= RS 7-n
610 Al £-10
6-6 A3, R=f
33 ZN et
f-N (3 AN
5-17 SN 2210
8-7 N 5-7
5-5 58, 5-5
5-2 57. 5-2
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